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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. Applicant has amended claims 1 , 11-16, 18-20, and 22, cancelled claims 4, 5, 
and 10, and newly added claims 24 and 25. Thus, claims 1-3, 6-9, and 1 1-25 remain 
pending and are presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's amendments filed 28 August 2007, with respect to the rejections of 
claims 1, 12-16, 18-20, and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 112, Second Paragraph, have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. Thus, the rejections of claims 1, 12-16, 18-20, and 
23 under 35 U.S.C. 112. Second Paragraph have been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 28 August 2007, with respect to the rejections of 
claims 1, 12-15, and 18-23 under 35 U.S.C. 101, have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Thus, the rejections of claims 1, 12-15, and 18-23 under 35 U.S.C. 101 
have been withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1, 12-16, 18, and 19 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



I 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sicill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-3, 5-13, and 16-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reeder et a! [US 5,852,812] in view of Carter [US 2003/0120579] 
and Farhat et al [US 2001//0034693]. 

As per claims 1, 12, 13, 16, 18, and 19, Reeder et al receiving electronic entity 
events for exchange transactions between first and second parties serviced by a third 
party [col 5, line 66- col 6, line 18]; accumulating the electronic entity events into a 
collection of electronic entity events [col 10, lines 3-8]; and dynamically and 
automatically, by a computer, pricing a servicing of the electronic entity events by the 
third party responsive to an electronic entity event pricing plan where wherein there are 
plural different pricing plans [col 22; lines 7-50], wherein each pricing plan includes a 
decision network, wherein a node of the decision network includes at least one rule, 
wherein rules including the at least one rule are shared among the plural different 
pricing plans, wherein a path from the node for an exchange transaction is determined 
from the outcome of the at least one rule using the exchange transaction corresponding 
to the electronic entity event as input [col 10, lines 46-52; col 15, line 30-col 17], wherein 
the pricing includes selecting the pricing plan for the exchange transaction to 
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correspond to the first party, the second party or the third, party, of the exchange 
transaction, traversing the decision network in the selected pricing plan, and executing 
the rules in the traversed path through the decision network to calculate the prices [col 
10, lines 46-52; col 15, line 30-col 17; col 22; lines 7-50]; and outputting prices of the 
electronic entity events [col 7, lines 1-2]. Reeder et a! does not explicitly disclose 
wherein the rules are stored in a database. However, Reeder discloses that the pricing 
rules are written in pseudo-code and used to determine a charge for a particular 
transaction event and that the pricing rules are "looked up" [col 15, line 34-col 16, line 
17]. Reeder et al does not specifically disclose that the decision network is a tree, 
wherein a path along the tree is determined from an outcome of the at least one rule. 
However, Carter discloses pricing based on a decision tree [see Fig. 5] wherein a path 
along the tree is determined from an outcome of a rule [0043; 0045; based on who you 
are or what organization you belong to (outcome of a rule) a specific path is taken to 
determine discount]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et al to include the 
method disclosed by Carter for flexibility in formulating a desired pricing system while 
reducing the prior art need to store, maintain, and retrieve huge amounts of data, as 
suggested by Carter [0020]. Reeder et al does not disclose wherein the at least one 
rule can specify use of the collection to determine the outcome of the at least one rule. 
However, Farhat et al discloses using an accumulated total number of transactions to 
determine rates for a transaction [0078]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et 
al to include the method disclosed by Farat et al to reward loyal customers. 

As per claim 2, Reeder et al further discloses wherein the event comprises one 
of a transaction with a good/service exchanged as part of the transaction, multiple 
transactions with goods/services, a product query, an advertisement review, transferring 
to another site, an exchange subscription fee, or a customer characteristic [col 9, lines 
1-7]. 

As per claim 3, Reeder et al further discloses wherein the pricing is responsive 
to relationships among buyers and sellers comprising negotiated customer specific 
rates and discounts [col 10, lines 46-58]. 

As per claim 5, Reeder et al further discloses wherein said rules price the 
transaction across goods/services [col 10, lines 37-45]. 

As per claim 6, Reeder et al further discloses wherein the rules based comprise 
conditional decisions [col 10, lines 46-58]. 

As per claim 7, Reeder et al further discloses wherein the rules comprise pricing 
calculation algorithms [co! 15, line 42- col 16, line 17]. 

As per claim 8, Reeder et al does not disclose wherein the algorithms comprise 
one of single unit, double unit, taper discount, tier, tier discount, percent, flat, charge, 
minimum, maximum, accumulation, threshold, multi-unit or taper charges. However, 
Farhat et al discloses a pricing model that comprise one of single unit, double unit, taper 
discount, tier, tier discount, percent, flat, charge, minimum, maximum, accumulation, 
threshold, multi-unit or taper charges [0071-0076]. Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
invention of Reeder et al to include the method disclosed by Farhat et al to reward loyal 
customers. 

As per claim 9, Reeder et al does not disclose wherein said electronic event has 
a transaction price and a good/service price. However, Farhat et al discloses converting 
accounting data to define the price that the access broker system owes the provider, 
and the price that a customer owes the access broker [0068]. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
invention of Reeder et al to include wherein said electronic event has a transaction price 
and a good/service price so that each party is paid for services provided. 

As per claim 10, Reeder et al does not explicitly disclose wherein said electronic 
event comprises multiple transactions. However, Farhat et al discloses discounting 
based on number of transactions [0078]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et 
al to include the method disclosed by Farhat et al to reward loyal customers. 

As per claim 11, Reeder et al does not disclose wherein the pricing comprises 
detail pricing using about one of the electronic entity events and summary pricing about 
the collection. However, the Examiner takes Official Notice that it is old and well known 
to one of ordinary skill in the billing industry to provide a customer with detail and 
summary pricing. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et al to include wherein 
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the pricing comprises detail and summary pricing to facilitate customer understanding of 
how charges where applied. 

As per claim 17, Reeder et al does not disclose wherein said pricing mechanism 
comprises a code-based pricer and non-code based rules used by the pricer to price the 
event [col 15, line 40-col 16, lines 17]. 

As per claim 20, Reeder et al does not disclose wherein the collection specified 
by the rules is the exchange transactions accumulated over a time period. However, 
Farhat et al disclose billing transactions based on usage during a billing cycle [0078; 
0091; 0125]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et al to include the method 
disclosed by Farhat et al to minimize the transactions that the customer has to manage. 

As per claim 21, Reeder et al does not disclose wherein the collection specified 
by the rules is the exchange transactions accumulated before the electronic entity 
event. However, Farhat discloses using number of transaction balances to determine 
an applicable pricing model [0150-0165]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et 
al to include wherein the collection specified by the rules is the exchange transactions 
accumulated before the electronic entity event to reward loyal customers. 

As per claim 22, Reeder et al does not disclose wherein the at least one rule 
further specifies aggregating a field in the electronic entity events in the collection, 
wherein the aggregated field is used to determine the outcome of the at least one rule 
[col 10, lines 46-52; col 15, line 30-col 17; col 22; lines 7-50]. 
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As per claim 23, Reeder et al does not disclose further comprising: after 
accumulating an electronic entity event and after the pricing, modifying the pricing plan, 
after the modifying, performing the pricing for the electronic entity event using the 
modified pricing plan. However, Farhat et al discloses using number of transaction 
balances to determine an applicable pricing model [0150-0165]. Furthermore, Farhat et 
al discloses that when a customer reaches a predetermined threshold, the pricing 
access changes and the customer is provided a discount based on the particular tier 
[0080]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et al to include: after 
accumulating an electronic entity event and after the pricing, modifying the pricing plan, 
after the modifying, performing the pricing for the electronic entity event using the 
modified pricing plan to reward loyal customers. 

As per claim 24, Reeder does not disclose wherein the decision network is 
graphically displayed as the tree, wherein the nodes are graphically displayed as folders 
which include the rules. However, Carter discloses wherein the decision network is 
graphically displayed as the tree, wherein the nodes are graphically displayed as folders 
which includes the rules [0065; 0079; Fig. 6]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of 
Reeder et al to include the method disclosed by Carter to facilitate updating, as 
suggested by Carter [0020]. 
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As per claim 25, Reeder et al does not disclose further comprising receiving 
other electronic entity events for exchange transactions between other parties, wherein 
buyers and sellers define respective corporate structures to specify the other parties, 
and wherein the rules comprise volume discounting based on the electronic entity 
events for the first party or the second party of the exchange transaction and the other 
electronic entity events for the other parties in the respective corporate structures of the 
first party or the second party. However, Carter discloses that organizations are 
defined, wherein a person is belonging to a particular organization receives discount 
pricing [0016; 0017; 0041]. Carter further discloses that the pricing may include volume 
discounts [0009]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder to include the method " 
disclosed by Carter for the advantage of rewarding customer loyalty. 

7. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reeder 
et al [US 5,852,812] in view of Carter [US 2003/0120579] , Farhat et al [US 
2001//0034693] and Walker et al [US 6.754,636]. 

As per claim 14, , Reeder et al receiving electronic entity events for exchange 
transactions between first and second parties serviced by a third party [col 5, line 66- 
col 6, line 18]; accumulating the electronic entity events into a collection of electronic 
entity events [col 10, lines 3-8]; and dynamically and automatically, by a computer, 
pricing a servicing of the electronic entity events by the third party responsive to an 
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electronic entity event pricing plan where wherein there are plural different pricing plans 
[col 22; lines 7-50], wherein each pricing plan includes a decision network, wherein a 
node of the decision network includes at least one rule, wherein rules including the at 
least one rule are shared among the plural different pricing plans, wherein a path from 
the node for an exchange transaction is determined from the outcome of the at least 
one rule using the exchange transaction corresponding to the electronic entity event as 
input [col 10, lines 46-52; col 15, line 30-col 17], wherein the pricing includes selecting 
the pricing plan for the exchange transaction to correspond to the first party, the second 
party or the third, party, of the exchange transaction, traversing the decision network in 
the selected pricing plan, and executing the rules in the traversed path through the 
decision network to calculate the prices [col 10, lines 46-52; col 15, line 30-col 17; col 
22; lines 7-50]; and outputting prices of the electronic entity events [col 7, lines 1-2]. 
Reeder et al does not explicitly disclose wherein the rules are stored in a database. 
However, Reeder discloses that the pricing rules are written in pseudo-code and used 
to determine a charge for a particular transaction event and that the pricing rules are 
"looked up" [col 15, line 34-col 16, line 17]. Reeder et al does not specifically disclose 
that the decision network is a tree, wherein a path along the tree is determined from an 
outcome of the at least one rule. However, Carter discloses pricing based on a decision 
tree [see Fig. 5] wherein a path along the tree is determined from an outcome of a rule 
[0043; 0045; based on who you are or what organization you belong to (outcome of a 
rule) a specific path is taken to determine discount]. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
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invention of Reeder et a! to include the method disclosed by Carter for flexibility in 
formulating a desired pricing system while reducing the prior art need to store, maintain, 
and retrieve huge amounts of data, as suggested by Carter [0020]. 

Reeder et al does not disclose an electronic exchange event pricing plan having 
transaction pricing, cross product pricing, summary pricing and non-transaction pricing. 
However, Walker et al discloses using transaction pricing, cross product pricing, 
summary pricing and non-transaction pricing to determine whether an offer is 
acceptable (see Figs. 1B, 2A, 2B; col. 7, line 48 - col. 8, line 30; col, 14, lines 1-26), 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the invention of Reeder et al to include the method disclosed by 
Walker et al so that each party is paid for services provided. Reeder et al does not 
disclose wherein the at least one rule can specify use of the collection to determine the 
outcome of the at least one rule. However, Farhat et al discloses using an accumulated 
total number of transactions to determine rates for a transaction [0078]. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the invention of Reeder et al to include the method disclosed by Farat et al to 
reward loyal customers. 

8. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reeder 
et al [US 5,852,812] in view of Carter [US 2003/0120579], Fetters et al [US 
2001/0018672] and Farhat et al [US 2001//0034693]. 
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As per claim 15, , Reeder et al receiving electronic entity events for exchange 
transactions between first and second parties serviced by a third party [col 5, line 66- 
col 6, line 18]; accumulating the electronic entity events into a collection of electronic 
entity events [col 10, lines 3-8]; and dynamically and automatically, by a computer, 
pricing a servicing of the electronic entity events by the third party responsive to an 
electronic entity event pricing plan where wherein there are plural different pricing plans 
[col 22; lines 7-50], wherein each pricing plan includes a decision network, wherein a 
node of the decision network includes at least one rule, wherein rules including the at 
least one rule are shared among the plural different pricing plans, wherein a path from 
the node for an exchange transaction is determined from the outcome of the at least 
one rule using the exchange transaction corresponding to the electronic entity event as 
input [col 10, lines 46-52; col 15, line 30-col 17], wherein the pricing includes selecting 
the pricing plan for the exchange transaction to correspond to the first party, the second 
party or the third, party, of the exchange transaction, traversing the decision network in 
the selected pricing plan, and executing the rules in the traversed path through the 
decision network to calculate the prices [col 10, lines 46-52; col 15, line 30-col 17; col 
22; lines 7-50]; and outputting prices of the electronic entity events [col 7, lines 1-2]. 
Reeder et al does not explicitly disclose wherein the rules are stored in a database. 
However, Reeder discloses that the pricing rules are written in pseudo-code and used 
to determine a charge for a particular transaction event and that the pricing rules are 
"looked up" [col 15, line 34-col 16, line 17]. Reeder et al does not specifically disclose 
that the decision network is a tree, wherein a path along the tree is determined from an 
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outcome of the at least one rule. However, Carter discloses pricing based on a decision 
tree [see Fig. 5] wherein a path along the tree is determined from an outcome of a rule 
[0043; 0045; based on who you are or what organization you belong to (outcome of a 
rule) a specific path is taken to determine discount]. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
invention of Reeder et al to include the method disclosed by Carter for flexibility in 
formulating a desired pricing system while reducing the prior art need to store, maintain, 
and retrieve huge amounts of data, as suggested by Carter [0020]. Reeder et al does 
not disclose pricing across the transactions, pricing across the goods/services, pricing 
with charge limitations and pricing non-transactions using conditional pricing decisions 
and pricing calculation algorithms comprising single unit, double unit, taper discount, 
tier, tier discount, percent, flat charge, minimum, maximum, accumulation, threshold, 
multi-unit, and taper charges. However, Petters et al discloses pricing the transactions 
[0103-0106], pricing across the transactions [0103; see Table], pricing across the 
goods/services [0103; see Table], pricing with charge limitations [0103; see Table], and 
pricing non-transactions [0105] using conditional pricing decisions [0106] and pricing 
calculation algorithms comprising single unit, double unit, taper discount, tier, tier 
discount, percent, flat, charge, minimum, maximum, accumulation, threshold, multi-unit 
and taper charges where the pricing is based on a collection of the exchange 
transactions [0103-0106; see Table]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the invention of Reeder et al 
to include the method disclosed by Petters et al to reward customer loyalty. Reeder et 
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al does not disclose wherein the at least one rule can specify use of the collection to 
determine the outcome of the at least one rule. However, Farhat et al discloses using 
an accumulated total number of transactions to determine rates for a transaction [0078]. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the invention of Reeder et al to include the method disclosed by 
Farat et al to reward loyal customers. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shannon S. Saliard whose telephone number is 571- 
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272-5587. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 am - 4:30 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, John W. Hayes can be reached on 571-272-6708. The fax phone number 

for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 

applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 

information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 

more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 

have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 

Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 

Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 

800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service (USPS) 
as follows: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington. D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(571) 273-5587 [Informal/ Draft Communications, labeled 

"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"] 
Hand delivered responses should be brought to the Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314 
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Examiner 
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